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The City and FTA have not provided a purpose and need statement in clear English even though
the SAFETEA-LU statute requires that,

“The statement of purpose and need shall include a clear statement of the objectives that the
proposed action is intended to achieve ...” (emphasis added).

Instead,

“A mass of Latin words falls upon the facts like soft snow, blurring the outline and covering up all
the details. The great enemy of clear language is insincerity. When there is a gap between one's real
and on¢'s declared aims, one turns as it were instinctively to long words and exhausted idioms.”
George Orwell. Politics and the English Language.

Statements used in NOI2 and SIP2 are ambiguous at best, and, at worst, give the impression that
they were designed to mislead. Take, for example, the following two sentences:

“Improved mobility for travelers facing increasingly severe traffic congestion.” SIP2

“Implementation of the project, in conjunction with other improvements included in the ORTP,
would moderate anticipated traffic congestion in the corridor.” NOI2 & SIP2.

This jargon lulls the average citizen into believing that the primary purpose of the Honolulu High-
Capacity Transit Corridor Project (Project) is to reduce traffic congestion from current levels.
When does one hear the ordinary citizen use words like “mobility,” “travelers,” and “moderate
anticipated traffic™?

If the intent was to involve and enlighten the public, the writer would quite clearly state, “It is not
the intent of the Project to reduce traffic congestion in the future to be less than it is today.® When
the Kapolei to UH rail transit line is up and running, traffic congestion will be worse than it is
today, though somewhat less than what it might be without the rail line.” No statement of such
clarity exists in NOI2 or SIP2.

Beginning with NOI1 and SIP1, followed by the Draft Oahu Regional Transportation Plan (Draft
ORTP), the Alternatives Analysis (AA), the final ORTP, and now NOI2 and SIP2, our City
transportation officials, and PB have misled the public into believing that rail transit will relieve
congestion. Further, PB and the City have been aided in their endeavors by the “strategic
misrepresentations’ of our local and federal elected officials.’

Far from “aggressively supporting proactive public involvement,” our elected officials, have
continually alluded to the idea that building rail transit will result in traffic congestion reliet even
though the Alternatives Analysis clearly shows that traffic congestion will get significantly worse
with the rail transit alternative.*

The net result of the current “purpose and need” statement is that the public misunderstands the
purpose of the rail transit proposal in the Project corridor. They believe it is to reduce the current
traffic congestion to a more bearable level.

“SAFETEA-LU requires a clear statement of identified objectives that the proposed project is
intended to achieve for improving transportation conditions. The objectives should be derived from
needs ...~ Question 33. Sec. 6002 final guidance.

> SAFETEA-LU, Sec. 6002, (d)7)f(3).

6  “Projects with the purpose of providing roadway mobility for automobiles and commercial vehicles are outside of
the authorization of Act 247; therefore, they will not be considered for the Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor
Project.” Kaku to Slater letter of 6/20/2006.

See Appendix A, p. 10.

See AA, tables 3-12 & 3-13.
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The net result of Parsons Brinckerhoff and DTS’s outreach efforts is that the public believes that
the ‘need’ is to significantly reduce traffic congestion and that the ‘purpose’ of the rail transit
Project is to do just that. Neither the City nor PB has made any effort to dispel this myth. A survey
of public opinion would make this quite clear.

MLA denied fair and equitable treatment

We object to your failing to include the MLA in NOI2 and SIP2 and ask that they be amended to
include a properly defined MLA, modified to satisfy Professor Prevedouros concems together with
the concerns expressed in Appendix 3 of the TATF Report, and then it should be republished.

While FTA does not evaluate the City’s AA, it uses the AA’s conclusions to eliminate the MLA
from NOI2 and determine that it was “eliminated for good cause on the basis of the Alternatives
Analysis ...”

In fact, the ML A was denied fair and equitable treatment in the AA by the City and PB. As a direct
and intended result, the MLA was unjustly eliminated — not for "good cause" but rather for
political cause. We submit that this was a blatant violation of the spirit and intent of the regulations
that govern the environmental process; we further submit that only by reinstating the MLA into the
NOI2 and SIP2, can Honolulu ever aspire to reducing its traffic congestion. The following supports
these claims.

Excessive MLA capital cost projection
The City and PB projected initial costs of $2.6 billion for the rwo-lane reversible elevated MLA in
the AA. Here are some indicators of excessive projected costs:

e If PB’s projected costs are correct, the MLA would cost seven times that of Tampa’s
comparable new ten-mile three-lane elevated reversible expressway.

e The MLA would cost 50 percent more than the H-3 freeway — even allowing for inflation.”
At such a cost the MLA would replace H-3 as America’s costliest highway, despite H-3
being twice the size, built over difficult terrain, and with extensive tunneling.

¢ Dr. Stone AICP, Planning Director of the Tampa-Hillsborough Expressway Authority, wrote in a
detailed four page letter to the Honolulu Advertiser that, “It is completely dishonest to say the
elevated HOT lane in your transit alternatives analysis is similar to our elevated reversible lanes.
And, it is this dishonesty that results in your HOT lanes costing $2.6 billion instead of the less than
$1 billion that a true copy of our project would cost.”'’

o The soft costs alone (consultants, management, administration, etc) for the MLA are
projected at $549 million,"' which is 30 percent more than the cost of the entire Tampa
Expressway, even including the error by the geotechnical subcontractor that cost over $100
million. Had the contractor not erred the cost of the Tampa Project would have been $320
million.

e The lack of even a soupgon of diligence, leave alone due diligence, being applied by the
Transit Advisory Task Force (Task Force) to verify the reasonableness of PB’s projected
cost.

To assist in evaluating the AA, the City Council appointed a seven-member TATF, six of them
politically connected people who could be relied upon to support the City's agenda. The seventh
member was Panos Prevedouros, Ph.D., Professor of Traffic Engineering at the University of

9
10
11

H-3 cost was $1.3 billion at its opening in 1997. Inflation brings it up to $1.63 billion today.
Attached to covering email as StoneTampa.pdf.
Capital Costing Memorandum, App. A, Alternative 3.
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Hawaii, whose views are based on his engineering training and experience, not politics. The TATF
presented their final Report to the Council on December 14, 2006.

The Chairman had appointed two TATF members to a Technical Review Subcommittee to evaluate
the reasonableness of the projected construction costs of both the MLA and the rail transit
alternative. One had been a long time employee of the state DOT and the other was the recently
retired Director of Honolulu’s City Department of Transportation Services (DTS).

After the subcommittee’s first report to the Task Force, we asked them who they had contacted in
order to reconcile the Tampa Expressway cost of $320 million (exclusive of the design error) with
PB’s estimate of $2.6 billion for the MLA. They told us they had only talked to PB, but had been
assured that the projected costs were accurate.

We found this response unacceptable. We urged them to contact the Tampa-Hillsborough
Expressway Authority and, more particularly, the nation’s 10™ largest construction company, PCL
Construction, Inc. PCL had built both the Tampa Expressway and the Hawaii Convention Center,
maintains offices in both Tampa and Honolulu and is familiar with the costs and construction
difficulties in both cities. One of the subcommittee members made a single phone call to Tampa,;
no one bothered to contact PCL.

The final subcommittee report shows the lack of due diligence warranted by a multi-billion dollar
project and may reflect a breach of the fiduciary duty to investigate and verify the facts and take the
necessary steps commensurate with the amounts involved.

For example, the sub-committee report justifies greater costs for the MLA, in part, by arguing,

Because the elevated structure for the Managed Lane Alternative would be 36 feet wide for its two
travel lanes, whereas the structure for the fixed guideway would be only 26 feet wide, different
diameter piers are necessary for each (8 feet versus 6 feet in diameter).'”

The sub-committee members totally ignored the fact that the Tampa Expressway is nearly 60 feet
wide yet has only 6-foot wide piers. It gives one pause to think that this is the extent of
construction knowledge of the sub-committee and the local office of PB.

After consulting with many industry professionals, we have projected a cost of $900 million for the
MLA, including a 235 percent allowance for cost overruns. This is twice the cost of the Tampa
Expressway, including the $100 million error, or three times without it.

At $900 million, the MLA would surely have been the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), and
that is the reason, we submit, for the exaggerated capital cost estimates.

Another reason given for the rejection of the MLA appears to be that contained in the DTS
response to my comments on SIP1,

The Honolulu High-Capacity Transit Corridor Project analysis is meant to evaluate project
alternatives that may be constructed within the authorization of Act 247, enacted by the Hawaii state
legislature in 2005. The act prohibits the construction of a non-transit project with the authorized
excise-tax surcharge.'

However, we note that with a good faith projection of costs, these Act 247 funds would not be
needed since the MLA toll revenues would pay for half the project and the federal government the
balance.

2 TATF Report, p. A-20
3 Kaku letter to Slater, 6-20-2006.
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